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Status of Claims 

1. This action is in reply to the response filed on 26 th of July 2010. 

2. Claims 1-15, 20 and 22 were canceled. 

3. Claims 16-18, 19, and 24 were currently amended. 

4. Claims 16-19, 21 , 23 and 24 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 26 th of July 2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Referring to the previous Office action, Examiner has cited relevant portions of the 
references as a means to illustrate the systems as taught by the prior art. As a means of 
providing further clarification as to what is taught by the references used in the first Office action, 
Examiner has expanded the teachings for comprehensibility while maintaining the same grounds 
of rejection of the claims, except as noted above in the section labeled "Status of Claims." This 
information is intended to assist in illuminating the teachings of the references while providing 
evidence that establishes further support for the rejections of the claims. 

6. With regard to the limitations of claims 16, 17, and 18, Applicant argues "...Ronen's billing 
platform dos not correspond to the payee server...." The Examiner respectfully disagrees. First of 
all, "payee server" is too broad, and it could simply be equated to billing server mentioned in the 
art. Furthermore, this is obvious modification of the art to a person of ordinary skill. 

7. With regard to the limitations of claims 16, 17, and 18, Applicant also argues combination of arts 
fails to teach "...transmitting by the payee server, the bill for payment with the 2D code to receiver 
of a payer...." The Examiner respectfully disagrees. McNair teaches sending bill by mail with 
barcode attached to it. Applicant might argue mailing is not "transmitting", however it is an 
obvious modification to a person of ordinarily skill to change the communication method from 
mailing to electronic form such as emailing. 
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8. With regard to the limitations of claims 16, 17, and 18, Applicant argues "...the EBPP system of 
Jamison cannot correspond to the claimed relay server because the EBPP server does not 
receive the historical bill payment data from the financial institution server and selects information 
including personal details of the payers, paid amounts and paid dates, which a payee wants to 
obtain, among the received information thereby to provide the processed payer information to the 
payee server...." The Examiner respectfully disagrees. In paragraph 0103 of Jamison, it clearly 
teaches the EBPP system can be integrated "...to obtain customer account balance information 
for accounts maintained for the customer by the financial institution from the bank's account 
balance website while remaining in the integrated EBPP system..." In the same paragraph, it 
also teaches "...EBPP system then combines the account balance information with information in 
the bill information database about payments the customer has made to compute a current bank 
balance..." It is obvious that selection of necessary billing information is done while information is 
gathered from the bill information database. Lastly Fig. 1 , item 92 of Jamison clearly shows the 
mechanism to provide the processed payer information. 

9. With regard to the limitations of claims 17 and 18, Applicant argues McNair and combination of 
other arts does not teach "...Receiving by the payee server, re-processed information from a 
management server, wherein the management server receives information on the payers who 
have completed a payment process and the payment amounts paid by the payers from the 
financial institution server via the relay server, and re-processes the received information in an 
information form that the payee wants to obtain thereby to provide the re-processed information 
to the payee server..." The Examiner respectfully disagrees. First of all, this is just a repeat/re- 
processing of the previous step. Where examiner gave the following citation: (See at least Fig. 1, 
EBPP SERVER = relay server, Item 62 = historical bill payment data). Simply repeating or 
duplicating something can not be given patentable weight. Please refer to case law "In re Harza, 
274 F.2d 669, 671, 124 USPQ 378, 380 (CCPA 1960)". 

10. With regard to the limitations of claims 19, 21, 23, and 24, Applicant argues these claims are 
allowable because independent claims which these claims depend on are allowable. The 
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Examiner respectfully disagrees. In contrast, these claims are not allowable because the 
independent claims are not allowable for the reasons given above. Furthermore, the citations in 
the arts are given below for these dependent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

12. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), 
that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are 
summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

13. Claims 16-18, and are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Ronen (US 
5,845,267) in view of Jamison et al. (hereinafter "Jamison"); (US 2003/019711 A1) in further view of 
McNair (US 2001/0037297 A1 ). 

As per Claim 16: 

Ronen as shown discloses the following limitations: 

• Extracting by a payee server, required information including information on the payers 
and the payment amounts from a receipt management database (See at least Fig. 1 , 
1 26) for managing at least information on payers who have to pay and payment amounts 
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that the respective payers have to pay for a certain period of time; and (See at least Fig . 
1, 127) 

However, Ronen discloses using a transaction server but it specifically does not mention using a 
relay server. But it is commonly known in the network art to use multiple servers including a relay 
server. This is also clearly shown by Jamison. 

• Receiving by the payee server, processed payer information from a relay server, wherein 
the relay server receives information on payers who have completed a payment process 
and payment amounts paid by the payers, transmitted from a financial institution server 
and selects information including personal details of the payers, paid amounts and paid 
dates, which a payee wants to obtain, among the received information thereby to provide 
the processed payer information to the payee server. (See at least Fig. 1 , EBPP 
SERVER = relay server, Item 62 = historical bill payment data) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen's internet billing system as taught by Jamison's EBPP 
system to add a extra relay server to the system to collect payment data. This would give extra 
processing power to further process the necessary data. This would ultimately increase the 
efficiency of the system. 

Also, combination of Ronen/Jamison specifically does not mention the following limitations. But 
McNair discloses the following limitations: 

• converting by the payee server, the extracted information into a two-dimensional (2D) 
code, (See at least Page 3, Paragraph 0048+, "...encode the data into a barcode 
processing instruction...") 

• making out by the payee server, a bill for payment with the converted 2D code attached 
thereto, (See at least Fig. 2, Item 42, 46) 

• transmitting by the payee server, the bill for payment with the 2D code to receiver of a 
payer; and (See at least Fig. 8, Item 36, this bill is mailed, however, it is obvious 
modification to email this instead) 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen/Jamison's billing system as taught by McNair's billing 
system aided by scanner to use the 2D code as part of the bill. This simplifies the billing process 
and greatly increases the effectiveness of the system. 

As per Claim 17: 

Ronen as shown discloses the following limitations: 

• extracting by a payee server, required information including information on the payers 
and the payment amounts from a receipt management database (See at least Fig. 1 , 
126) for managing at least information on payers who have to pay and payment amounts 
that the respective payers have to pay for a certain period of time; and (See at least Fig. 
1, 127) 

However, Ronen discloses using a transaction server but it specifically does not mention using a 
relay server. But it is commonly known in the network art to use multiple servers including a relay 
server. This is also clearly shown by Jamison. 

• Receiving by the payee server, processed payer information from a relay server, wherein 
the relay server receives information on payers who have completed a payment process 
and payment amounts paid by the payers, transmitted from a financial institution server 
and selects information including personal details of the payers, paid amounts and paid 
dates, which a payee wants to obtain, among the received information thereby to provide 
the processed payer information to the payee server, and. (See at least Fig. 1 , EBPP 
SERVER = relay server, Item 62 = historical bill payment data) 

• Receiving by the payee server, re-processed information from a management server, 
wherein the management server receives information on the payers who have completed 
a payment process and the payment amounts paid by the payers from the financial 
institution server via the relay server, and re-processes the received information in an 
information form that the payee wants to obtain thereby to provide the re-processed 
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information to the payee server. (See at least Fig. 1, EBPP SERVER = relay server, Item 
62 = historical bill payment data, also re-processing or repeating a particular step is an 
obvious modification) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen's internet billing system as taught by Jamison's EBPP 
system to add a extra relay server to the system. This would give extra processing power to 
further process the necessary data. This would ultimately increase the efficiency of the system. 
Also, combination of Ronen/Jamison specifically does not mention the following limitations. But 
McNair discloses the following limitations: 

• Converting by the payee server, the extracted information into a two-dimensional (2D) 
code, (See at least Page 3, Paragraph 0048+, "...encode the data into a barcode 
processing instruction...") 

• making out by the payee server, a bill for payment with the converted 2D code attached 
thereto, (See at least Fig. 2, Item 42, 46) 

• transmitting by the payee server, the bill for payment with the 2D code to receiver of a 
payer; and (See at least Fig. 8, Item 36, this bill is mailed, however, it is obvious 
modification to email this instead) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen/Jamison's billing system as taught by McNair's billing 
system aided by scanner to use the 2D code as part of the bill. This simplifies the billing process 
and greatly increases the effectiveness of the system. 

As per Claim 18: 

Ronen as shown discloses the following limitations: 

• extracting by a payee server required information including information on the payers and 
the payment amounts from a receipt management database (See at least Fig. 1 , 126) for 
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managing at least information on payers who have to pay and payment amounts that the 
respective payers have to pay for a certain period of time; and (See at least Fig. 1 , 127) 

• transmitting the bill for payment to a payor receiver, (See at least Column 7, Line 22+, 
"...Billing server to properly bill each user...") 

However, Ronen discloses using a transaction server but it specifically does not mention using a 
relay server. But it is commonly known in the network art to use multiple servers including a relay 
server. This is also clearly shown by Jamison. 

• receiving processed payer information from a relay server, wherein the relay server 
receives information on payers who have completed a payment process and payment 
amounts paid by the payers, transmitted from a financial institution server and selects 
information including personal details of the payers, paid amounts and paid dates, which 
a payee wants to obtain, among the received information thereby to provide the 
processed payer information to the payee server. (See at least Fig. 1, EBPP SERVER = 
relay server, Item 62 = historical bill payment data) 

• providing by the payee server, processed payer information received from the relay 
server to a management server, and (See at least Fig. 3, Centralized bill center website 
to view the bills) 

• receiving by the payee server, re-processed payer information from the management 
server, wherein the management server receives the processed payer information, and 
re-processes the processed payer information in an information form that the payee 
wants to obtain thereby to provide the re-processed payer information to the payee 
server. (See at least Fig. 3, information from the EBPP SERVER is re-processed to be 
shown on the centralized bill center website, it does not specifically state "management 
server" but it is obvious that in order to operate a website, it needs to have a separate 
server to run the website, also re-processing or repeating a particular step is an obvious 
modification) 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen's internet billing system as taught by Jamison's EBPP 
system to add a extra relay server to the system. This would give extra processing power to 
further process the necessary data. This would ultimately increase the efficiency of the system. 
Also, combination of Ronen/Jamison specifically does not mention the following limitations. But 
McNair discloses the following limitations: 

• converting by the payee server, the extracted information into a two-dimensional (2D) 
code, (See at least Page 3, Paragraph 0048+, "...encode the data into a barcode 
processing instruction...") 

• making out by the payee server, a bill for payment with the converted 2D code attached 
thereto, (See at least Fig. 2, Item 42, 46) 

• transmitting by the payee server, the bill for payment with the 2D code to receiver of a 
payer; and (See at least Fig. 8, Item 36, this bill is mailed, however, it is obvious 
modification to email this instead) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen/Jamison's billing system as taught by McNair's billing 
system aided by scanner to use the 2D code as part of the bill. This simplifies the billing process 
and greatly increases the effectiveness of the system. 

14. Claims 19 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Ronen/McNair or Ronen/Jamison/McNair in further view of Antognini et al. (hereinafter "Antognini"); (US 
2002/0023055 A1). 

As per Claim 19: 

Combination of Ronen/McNair or combination of Ronen/Jamison/McNair discloses the limitations 
as shown in the rejections above. However they don't disclose the following limitations. But, 
Antognini discloses the following limitations: 
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• wherein when an automated teller machine (ATM) is provided with the bill for payment 
and payment means from the respective payers, (See at least Page 7, Paragraph 0062+, 
"...take those bills to an ATM...") 

• and scans and decodes the 2D code of the bill, the financial institution server implements 
a payment process using the decoded information and the payment means provided from 
the A TM, and transfers step of transferring a paid payment amount of the payer by the 
payer to an account of the payee. (See at least Page 7, Paragraph 0062+, "...ATM's 
scanner...", it does not specifically state 2D code, but 2D code is just one form of digital 
data mentioned by Antognini) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen/ McNair's internet billing system as taught by Antognini's 
billing system aided by scanner to use the ATM with the scanner to process the billing. This 
would help payers to easily make necessary payments on time with their near by ATM. 

As per Claim 21: 

Combination of Ronen/McNair discloses the limitations as shown in the rejections above. 
However Ronen/McNair doesn't disclose the following limitations. But, Antognini discloses the 
following limitations: 

• wherein the payer information provided from the financial institution server to the relay 
server is either the 2D code attached to the bill for payment or decoded information of the 
2D code attached to the bill for payment. (See at least Page 5, Paragraph 0053+, 
"...electronic mail with an attachment that contains digital information...") 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen/ McNair's internet billing system as taught by Antognini's 
billing system aided by scanner to use the ATM with the scanner to process the billing. This 
would help payers to easily make necessary payments on time with their near by ATM. 
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15. Claims 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Ronen/McNair or 
Ronen/Jamison/McNair in further view of Kitchen et al. (hereinafter "Kitchen"); (US 6,289,322 B1). 

As per Claim 23: 

Combination of Ronen/McNair or combination of Ronen/Jamison/McNair discloses the limitations 
as shown in the rejections above. However they don't disclose the following limitations. But, 
Kitchen discloses the following limitations: 

• Further comprising making out a notice of arrears when a payee server has not been 
provided with payer information until the payment due date, and transmitting the notice of 
arrears to the receiver of the payer. (See at least Page 10, Paragraph 0045+, "...reminder 
notice could be sent...", although it does not specifically wait until the payment due date 
(instead it is sent just prior to due date), but this is a obvious modification of the art 
because it is common practice to send a notice when the payment is late.) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen/ McNair's internet billing system as taught by Kitchen's 
electronic billing system to message the payer when the payment is late. This would help alert the 
payers to make necessary payments to avoid late fees. 

16. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Ronen/Jamison/McNair 
in further view of Budow etal. (hereinafter "Budow"); (US 5,661,517). 

As per Claim 24: 

Combination of Ronen/Jamison/McNair discloses the limitations as shown in the rejections 
above. However Ronen/Jamison/McNair doesn't disclose the following limitations. But, Budow 
discloses the following limitations: 

• wherein the payment process further comprises, the steps of comparing a payment 
amount that the payer has to pay for a certain period among decoded information with a 
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total amount payable from payment means; if the payment amount is the same as or less 
than the total amount, subtracting the money corresponding to the payment amount from 
payment means and displaying a screen of the ATM a message informing of a normal 
completion of payment; and if the payment amount is greater than the total amount, 
displaying the screen a message informing of payment disable is implemented. (See at 
least Column 26, Line 66+, "...account (debitor ATM)... inform the customer that the debit 
card account has insufficient funds...", if TV could display the information, than it is 
obvious and well know in the art to have ATM display such information); (Also see at 
least Column 16, Line 36+, "...transmit screens notifying the customer that card was 
approved and that the transaction is being completed...") 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Ronen's internet billing system as taught by Budow's billing system 
to let the user know if there is sufficient or insufficient fund in the account to pay the bill. This 
would help users to effectively manage their accounts. 
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Conclusion 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

11. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the 
date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning 
this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to Edward 
Chang whose telephone number is 571.270.3092. The Examiner can normally be reached on 
Monday-Friday, 9:30am-5:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the Examiner's supervisor, ALEXANDER KALINOWSKI can be reached at 
571.272.6771. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair <http://pair-direct.uspto.gov >. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866.217.9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 

P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

or faxed to 571-273-8300. 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office Customer Service Window: 

Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314. 

October 06, 2010 

/Edward Chang/ Examiner, Art Unit 3691 

/Lalita M Hamilton/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3691 



